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Abstract 
The Supply Chain Management (SCM) model is broad. Its applicability applies at all industrial sectors from manufacturing, 
medical, agricultural to the education sector. The aim of this paper is to reveal the Supplier Performance Management activities 
in the education sector. This research is significant in view of  the need in ensuring that the supply chain activities at the 
education sector is aligned with the objective to provide the best service to the stake holders especially the future human capital 
resource, which  is the student. The research has successfully been carried out at University Kuala Lumpur (UniKL) Strategic 
Business Unit (SBU) or campuses. The research aims at several areas related to Supplier Performance Management. The focus of 
the research is on supplier evaluation. The first objective is to analyse Supplier Performance Management practice between the 
campuses. The second objective is to reveal the criteria used for supplier performance. Based on previous research, there are 
several popular supplier evaluation criteria that have been used such as Price, Technology, Quality, Service, Responsiveness and 
Delivery. The third objective is to identify barrier elements in applying supplier performance management. Data collection has 
been carried out by using questionnaires and interview session. 7 out of 12 UniKL campuses participated in this research. To 
achieve the objective, the research activities compared the assessment criteria from each SBU. In the next phase a comprehensive 
table was developed to depict the different practices for each of the campuses. The study revealed significant finding which 
contributed to the Supply Chain Knowledge and practices. The research found variances of supplier evaluation criteria among the 
campuses. It is suggested to explore further on the connection/relationship   between Quality Management System (QMS) or ISO 
9001 certified organization and Supplier Performance Management adoption. 
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1. Introduction 
The aim of this research is to reveal more information related to Supply Chain Management (SCM) in education 
sectors. Three main objectives are established to drive the research.The first objective is to analyse Supplier 
Performance Management practice between the campuses. The second objective is to reveal the criteria used for 
supplier performance among campuses. The third objective is to identify barrier elements in applying supplier 
performance management. 
The interest of this study is to reveal the SCM at the education sectors. This research limits the scope to MARA 
higher education institutes which concentrate at Universiti Kuala Lumpur (UniKL) campuses. There are 12 
campuses of UniKL in total. However, 7 campuses participated in this research due to time and geographic 
limitations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Fig 1.UniKL campuses location throughout peninsular Malaysia 
2. Literature Review 
The SCM widely covers the process of input-process-output. This research focuses on the input stage. In this 
stage, it is vital to investigate how universities measure the performance of the supplier through the concept of 
Supplier Performance Management (SPM).  Through past journals and books, the SCM model is widely applied by 
the commercial organizations especially the manufacturing sectors. Fig 2 below depicts the generic SCM model 
which is widely adopted.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 2. Supply Chain Flows (Stanley, Lisa, Jeffrey, 2007) 
 
The SCM model depicts three major stages; namely input-process-output stages. In the context of 
manufacturing, the inputs are referred to the raw material supplied to the factory for processing. Several stages are 
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involved prior reaching to the customer such as distributors, wholesalers and retailers. There is information flow 
from customer to suppliers. According to Amit, Herbet (2012), there are two terms in SCM terminology which are 
supply chain and supply chain management. Supply Chain refers to all process chains and organizations that are 
involved in making a product for customers. In other word, it can be defined as a thing that connects suppliers with 
its customers. Meanwhile, supply chain management is defined as the management of process and control.  
This study focuses at the stage of input. This is where supplier performance is evaluated through adoption of 
supplier performance management. According to Sherry (2006), supplier evaluation is well defined as the process of 
evaluating the supplier’s process and practices performance. The performance is monitored along aiming at the cost 
of reduction, risk mitigation and driving continuous performance. The supplier measurement can well be said as 
extremely complicated matters due to very large number of criteria to be considered. The differences occur because 
of the necessity and purpose of the criteria (Adomas, 2012).  
To enhance more visualized criteria, Laura (2011) has listed the authors (sources) and the Supplier Performance 
Criteria as depicted in Fig 3. Based on 19 authors, 13 criteria have been frequently mentioned.  The most popular 
criteria are quality, price, delivery performance and services. This is followed by financial strength, lead-time, 
technical ability, flexibility, production capacity, development, management attitude, fill rate and geographic 
location. 
 
Fig 3- Supplier performance criteria by Laura (2012) 
 
Supplier Performance Management aims to establish and align goals, indicators and metrics, enable 
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benchmarking of the suppliers, encourage collaborative agreements, team problem resolution and two-way 
continuous learning. The most important is to drive supplier ability to provide leading edge products and services. 
The Supplier Performance Management brings benefits to the organization in several aspects according to Sherry 
(2005). First, the organization will be able to manage the supplier in accordance to the expectation by the end 
customers. Second, the suppliers will continuously improve themselves when they realize that they are measured. 
Third, the organization will be able to increase the competitiveness by shrinking order cycle time and inventory 
level. 
 
3. Main Finding 
3.1.  Demographic analysis summary 
Due to time and geographic limitation, only 7 campuses were involved in data collection which is MESTECH, 
MFI, MIAT, IPROM, BMI, MIIT and MITEC. 43% of respondents were male and 57% of respondent were female. 
The respondents were from several ranks which is senior executive, executive and officers. The number of staff 
responsible at the procurement unit for each campus ranges between 2 to 3 staff. According to feedback during the 
interview, the number of staff should be added to match the amount of workload.  
3.2.  Research Objective 1: To Analyse Supplier Performance Management practice among UniKL Campuses 
 A total of 7 campuses have been analyzed. The research found that there were consistencies of practices among 
the campuses where 58% (4/7) of campuses adopted Supplier Performance Management while 42% (3/7) campuses 
did not.  Campuses adopting Supplier Performance Management were MESTECH, MFI, BMI and MITEC while the 
other 3 campuses which did not adopt Supplier Performance Management were MIAT, IPROM and MIIT. In 
addition to the adoption level, relevant input also has been obtained such as the documentation practice - whether 
the Supplier Performance Management has been carried out through a formal process or informal process. The 
formal process was governed with a proper documentation approach. The frequency of performance evaluation was 
also obtained through interview sessions. Table 1 summarizes the results of the interviews. 
 
Table 1. Supplier Performance Management adoption comparison between campuses 
NO Campus Supplier Performance Management Adoption Frequency of Evaluation 
1 MESTECH Yes. However, there is no proper documentation Once a year 
( November- December) 
2 MFI Yes.  There is a proper documentation. Once a year 
(October-December) 
3 MIAT No. There is no monitoring of supplier performance. Not applicable 
4 IPROM No. The campus is yet to reach that level Not applicable 
5 BMI Yes. The adoption is formal with a proper 
documentation 
Once a year 
(December- January) 
6 MIIT No. The supplier evaluation is yet to be decided. Not applicable 
7 MITEC Yes. There is a proper documentation. Once a year 
(November-December) 
3.3. Research Objective 2: Comparing Criteria adopted among the campuses 
Based on literature review, many authors emphasize on the quality, delivery, price and service. Research 
objective 2 intended to compare criteria of evaluation and number of criteria.  Table 2 provides the summary of 
comparison. Research found that there is inconsistency between campuses in terms of performance assessment 
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criteria and the number of criteria. The number of criteria ranges from 3 to 7. MFI has the highest number of 
supplier performance criteria which is 7. This is followed by MESTECH and MITEC with 5 criteria respectively. 
The campus with the least number of supplier performance criteria is BMI which only has 3criteria. The most 
selected criteria for supplier performance by the campuses is Delivery (4), Price (3), Technology (3), Quality (3) and 
Responsiveness (2). The remaining criteria such as experience, request, technical support, documentation and 
service were selected by only one campus. Table 2 summarizes the findings.  
 
Table 2. Supplier Performance Evaluation Criteria comparison between campuses 
Campus/Criteria  MESTECH MFI BMI MITEC Number of Criteria 
Selected  
1.Delivery  Yes Yes Yes Yes 4 
2.Price Yes Yes  Yes 3 
3.Technology Yes Yes  Yes 3 
4.Experience Yes    1 
5.Request Yes    1 
6.Quality   Yes Yes Yes 3 
7.Technical Support   Yes   1 
8.Responsiveness  Yes  Yes 2 
9.Documentation   Yes   1 
10. Services   Yes  1 
Number of criteria per campus  5 7 3 5 20  
3.4. Research Objective 3: Identify barriers from adopting the Supplier Performance Management.  
The following figure shows the conceptual framework depicting the barriers of Supplier Performance Management. 
 
Barriers(IV – Independent Variables)  
ISO certified 
Top Management Commitment 
Staff and organization’s knowledge 
Long and Complex System to set up 
Unclear Benefit 
Less Experience 
Rotation System 
Fig 4 Conceptual framework of Supplier Performance Management Barrier 
 
To achieve the third objective, data collection was carried out at 3 campuses which were yet to adopt the 
Supplier Performance Management. The campuses involves are MIAT, IPROM and MIIT. Seven factors have been 
identified as barriers for the adoption. The most significant factor is ISO certification (3), followed by Commitment 
from Top Management (2), Knowledge of Staff and organization on Supplier Performance Management ( 3), Long 
and complex system set up (2), Unclear benefit of adopting the Supplier Performance Management (2), Rotation 
System (1) and less experience (0). Apparently there is a strong connection between Quality Management System 
Suppliers 
Performance 
Management 
(DV= Dependent 
Variables) 
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(QMS) which referred to ISO 9001: 2008 and the adoption of Supplier Performance Management. The commonality 
between the 4 campuses is they are yet to be ISO certified.  Table 3 summarizes the findings for research objective 
3. 
 
Table 3. Barriers in adopting Supplier Performance Management  
No Barriers MIAT IPROM MIIT Total 
1 ISO certified Yes Yes Yes 3 
2 Top Management Commitment Yes Yes  2 
3 Staff and organization’s knowledge Yes Yes Yes 3 
4 Long and Complex System to set up  Yes Yes 2 
5 Unclear Benefit  Yes Yes 2 
6 Less Experience    0 
7 Rotation System Yes   1 
 Number barrier per campus 4 5 4 13 
 
4. Conclusion and Future Research Recommendation 
The objectives of this research are met with several significant findings which contribute to the knowledge in the 
area of Supplier Chain Management at a broad perspective and Supplier Performance Management in more specific 
perspective. This research revealed the inconsistency of adopting Supplier Performance Management among the 
respondents in terms of number and performance criteria. Delivery appears as the most common criteria selected by 
the four campuses who adopted Supplier Performance Management. All findings aligned with most of the previous 
studies in the literature review. Quality Management System (QMS) which referred to ISO 9001: 2008 appears as a 
major reason causing the respondent to discover that there is no pushing factor to implement the Supplier 
Performance Management on top poor commitment by top management and knowledge.  
This research is limited to 7 UniKL campuses only due to time and geographic limitation. Hence, future research 
is suggested to be extended to bigger sample size considering all universities and colleges. It is also suggested to 
compare the trend between public and private universities. It is also worth exploring further deep analysis on the 
connection/relationship   between Quality Management System (QMS) or ISO 9001 certified organization and 
Supplier Performance Management adoption.  
References 
Baharun, R., Thoo, A.C., Hamid, A.B., &Rasli,A. (2012). Adoption of Supply Chain Management in SMEs.Procedia- Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 65, 614-619. 
Bulavina, K. (2013). Designing a Set of Assessment Criteria For Following Up Supplier Performance. University of Applied Sciences. 
Fan, Y., & Prahinski, C.(2007) Supplier Evaluations: The Role of Communication Quality. The Journal of Supply Chain Management,16-28. 
Fawcett, S. E., Ellram, L. M., & Ogden, J. A. (2007).Supply Chain Management: From Vision to Implementation. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Pearson Prentice Hall. 
Gallego, L. V. (2011). Review of Existing Methods, Models And Tools For Supplier Evaluation. Institute of Technology. 
Gordon, S. (2005, August).Seven Steps to Measure Supplier Performance. Supply Chain Management. 
Gordon, S. (2006). Supplier Evaluation: Benefits, Barriers and Best Practices. International Supply Management Conference. 
Hultqvist, T., &Olofsson, L. (2007) Critical Success Factors When Performing a Superior Supplier Evaluation.Department of Industrial 
Management and Logistics. 
Sinha, A., &Kotzab, H. (2012).Supply Chain Management and Performance Metrics. Supply Chain Management: A Managerial Approach: Mc 
Graw Hill Education. 
Yusoff, R. M., Sukati, I., Baharun, R., & Hamid, A. B. (2012).The Study of Supply Chain Management Strategy and Practices on Supply Chain 
Performance.Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 225-233. 
Zagarnauskas, A. (2012) Developing a Supplier Performance Analysis Model. Faculty of Economics and Social Science. 
White, S. C.(2002) Measuring the Performance of Suppliers: AnAnalysis of Evaluation Processes. The Journal of Supply Chain Management, 29-
41. 
